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gives a more authentic partisan viewpoint. 
2. Note the contrast to Edison's aphorism "Genius is 5% 
inspiration and 95% perspiration." 
3. E. T. Bell's unwarranted "from peasant to snob" 
epitomization of Laplace was rebutted by E. T. Whittaker [Amer. 
Math. Monthly 56, 369-372 (1949)], while his baseless statement 
that Boole was "subconsciously striving for . . . social respecta- 
bility" in his marriage was justly resented by Boole's grandson, 
Sir Geoffrey Taylor. 
D E PRINCIPIEN DER HtiHEREN ANALYSIS IN IHRER ENTWICKELUNG VON 
LEIBNIZ BIS AUF LAGRANGE ALS EIN HISTORISCH-KRITISCHER 
BEITRAG ZUR GESCHICHTE DER MATHEMATIK DARGESTELLT. 
By Hermann Weissenborn. Halle (H. W. Schmidt). 1856. 
photomechanic reprint (Leipzig, Zentralantiquariat der 
Deutschen Demokratischen Republik). 1972. 
Reviewed by H. J. M. BOS, 
University of Utrecht, The Netherlands 
Hermann Weissenborn was twenty-three years old in 1853 
when he finished his university studies with a Dr. Phil. at 
Berlin. By then he had also almost completed a historical 
treatise on the principles of the differential and integral 
calculus. It took him another three years to get both his 
dissertation (on cyclic curves) and the historical treatise 
published. He called the latter an "historisch-kritischer 
Beitrag zur Geschichte der Mathematik". A 1972 photographic 
reproduction of that book is the subject of the present review. 
During the 1840's the study of the history of the calculus 
and especially of Leibniz' role in it, had received new impetus 
through the work of Carl Immanuel Gerhardt. His doctors thesis 
[Gerhardt 18371 was on that subject. In 1846 he edited Leibniz' 
Historia et Origo [Leibniz 18461. In 1848 his book on Leibniz' 
discovery of the differential calculus [Gerhardt 18481 appeared, 
in which a number of relevant Leibnizian manuscripts were 
published. From 1849 the volumes of his edition of Leibniz' 
mathematical works [Leibniz 1849-I came out, and several reports 
of Gerhardt on Leibnizian manuscripts appeared in the memoirs 
of the Prussian Academy. Weissenborn made use of these sources 
and duly acknowledged them. Then in 1855 appeared Gerhardt's 
book on the discovery of higher analysis [Gerhardt 18551 in 
which he treated the same subject as Weissenborn had done in 
his not yet published treatise. Taking this book into account, 
Weissenborn reworked his treatise and wrote a separate article 
on a number of points of disagreement with Gerhardt's interpre- 
tation of the manuscripts published in the new book. He sent 
the article to Grunert's Archiv der Mathematik und Physik and 
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convinced himself that it would be published in vol. 25, 1856. 
So, in the final version of his Principien he referred several 
times to his “Aufsatz im XXV Bande von Grunert ‘s Archiv”. 
However, Grunert’s Archiv did not print the article. 
Grunert himself had reviewed Gerhardt’s new book very 
enthusiastically in the 1855 volume [Grunert 1855a], praising 
the author especially for his view that the study of the history 
of analysis can act as an antidote against textbooks of analysis 
which refuse to build the theory on its only true foundation, 
namely the concept of limit. This subject was very dear to 
Grunert’s heart. In defending it he was very outspoken and on 
occasion invective, as for instance in a remark [Grunert 1855b] 
addressed to a certain Herr Dr. Schnuse whose wonder at the new 
requirements of rigour in analysis he calls tragicomical. 
Gerhardt informed the readers of Grunert’s Archiv about 
Weissenbornls book, not in a review but in an article [Gerhardt 
18561 on the priority question of the discovery of the differ- 
ential calculus. He protests in strong words against Weissenborn’s 
views on this question. Weissenborn had thought it possible 
and to a certain degree likely [Principien p. 1131 that Leibniz 
had used Newton’s ideas on fluxions in working out his own 
methods and clarifying his ideas on the nature of infinitesimals. 
Gerhardt takes him to task. What is his evidence?--a completely 
overstated emphasis on some slight remarks of Leibniz concerning 
the concept of curves generated by motion, and for the rest 
only possibilities--certainly not a proof of such a dependence. 
And “Herr Dr W ” does not understand the concepts of Newton’s . . 
fluxional calculus either. 
The priority question was a subject as touchy for Grunert’s 
Archiv as the genuine foundations of analysis, and it appears 
that the two issues were strongly connected. In the 1857 volume 
Grunert [Grunert 18571 tears to pieces the booklet by Sloman 
[Sloman 18571 on Leibniz’ priority (which Sloman denies) and 
tells an ignoble story of bribes offered to him to review 
favourably another book by Sloman on a new way of laying the 
foundations of analysis. 
Finding that his article did not appear in vol. 25 of 
Grunert’s Archiv, Weissenborn redrew it [Weissenborn 1866, xvii] 
and offered an abridged version to the newly founded Zeitschrift 
fllr Mathematik und Physik, which accepted it [Weissenborn 18561. 
It has a footnote stating that it contains the most important 
points of the unpublished article referred to in the Principien. 
Thus the book had some misfortunes at its publication, 
and it has never become a successful book. It is rarely cited, 
and occurs mostly rather perfunctorily in bibliographies on 
the history of the calculus. Having now read the book, I must 
say that this course of events was expectable and just. Gerhardt I s 
criticisms are correct, and I suppose that Grunert would not 
have liked the book either. Although it pays lipservice to the 
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method of limits “justly accepted by the majority of today’s 
mathematicians” [p. 1661, the whole format of the book and the 
treatment of the foundations strongly suggests that Weissenborn 
did not understand much of the then modern views on foundations 
and did not see their significance. He saw three main streams 
in higher analysis: fluxional calculus (discussed in Chapter I, 
featuring Roberval, Barrow, Newton and MacLaurin), differential 
calculus (Ch. II, Gregory of St. Vincent, Barrow (on tangents) 
Tschirnhaus, Leibniz, the Bernoulli series, Nieuwentijt, Taylor, 
Euler) and derivational calculus (Ch. III, Lagrange). Especial- 
ly in discussing Lagrange, Weissenborn shows himself unaware 
of the intricacies: on p. 162 he “proves” the convergence of 
the series expansion of f(x+h) (there is also a revealing passage 
on cosxtgx for x = a/2 on p. 123). In general Weissenborn gives 
little comment on the texts from which he quotes rather large 
excerpts. He is also quite free in rendering the texts in 
modern symbols. 
The sources Weissenborn used and excerpted are now 
available in more complete and better editions; the historical 
issues of interdependence of discoveries are now better studied 
and documented than in his time; the foundations of analysis are 
now generally better understood, and there is a growing concern 
with the danger of anachronism in interpreting older texts. I 
must conclude that Weissenborn’s book has no use and function 
at the moment for historians of the subject and period he 
described. 
Why, then, did the Zentral Antiquariat decide to produce 
this photographic reproduction? That is a mystery which they 
do not care to explain. In fact the only information they give 
is that they did it--there is no explanatory editorial apparatus 
whatever. In particular there is no warning on the non-existence 
of Weissenborn’s article in Grunert’s Archiv--and, although 
going through Grunert's Archiv is rewarding in its own Tight, 
I think that photographic editions without editorial apparatus 
are unexcusably missed opportunities. 
Those who have bought this reprinting to complete their 
stock of secondary sources should not use it as such--but they 
may find it of some use as a primary source on views on the 
foundation of analysis that were still widespread in the first 
half of the nineteenth century. Those who have not bought it 
and do not want it as a primary source in the above sense, 
should not buy it. 
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